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The following questions or issues were brought forward as part of recent South Mountain Citizens Advisory Team (SMCAT) 
meetings and designated as parking lot issues because the study team needed to conduct research to address the question or 
issue accordingly. In addition, questions submitted on blue question cards by SMCAT members and the public are answered 
below. Each comment received on a blue question card is written in this document as submitted. Each parking lot issue is 
addressed by presenting the question asked, followed by the Arizona Department of Transportation’s (ADOT) written response. 
This document is divided into three sections. The first section lists the questions from the August 12 meeting that a member of the 
CAT requested additional clarification in the ADOT responses. The subsequent sections contain ADOT responses to a carry-over 
question from the August 12 meeting and a new question from the September 25 meeting.  

Questions addressed from the August 12 meeting with revised responses 
Topic SMCAT member/public question ADOT response 
Economic impacts What should be expected for the loss of home values 

and the associated loss of property taxes and tax 
revenues for the state, city and schools?  

The annual loss of property tax revenue due to the conversion of land to 
a transportation use was reported in the Economics Draft Technical 
Report Summary. Based on existing land uses in the E1 Alternative the 
impact for the City of Phoenix would be $199,646. Using the same 
assumptions and current tax rates for other tax districts, the annual loss 
of property tax revenue for the following groups were also calculated. 

• Maricopa County—$96,444  
• Maricopa County Community Colleges—$92,234 
• Tempe Union High School District—$227,809 
• Kyrene Elementary School District—$308,198 
• Flood control—$16,596 
• Central Arizona Water Conservation—$12,141 
• Fire—$643 
• Library—$4,286 
• Health Care—$10,392 
• East Valley Institute of Technology—$6,070 

 
(continued on next page) 
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Topic SMCAT member/public question ADOT response 
What should be expected for the loss of home values 
and the associated loss of property taxes and tax 
revenues for the state, city and schools? 

It is not possible to assign a monetary value for the change in property 
values of individual homes with the freeway constructed. Many variables 
contribute to home values including location, comparative pricing, 
economic conditions, growth markets and personal preferences. Studies 
to assess freeway effects on home values have had variable 
conclusions. In general, homes located closest to the freeway are 
negatively impacted while homes located farther away are positively 
affected. The net result is a non-impact on the total property tax 
revenues. A case study done by the Arizona Transportation Research 
Center on US 60 (Superstition Freeway) is attached. 

What about the loss of the community’s desirability due 
to the freeway “locking in” the community? It would be 
a degradation to the entire Ahwatukee community.  

It is not possible to determine a monetary value for changes to the 
desirability of a community. Similar to home values, many variables 
contribute to a community’s desirability.  

What about the cost of air quality and the health issues 
created for residents and schoolchildren?  

Air quality impacts associated with the Action and No-Action alternatives 
will be discussed at the SMCAT air quality panel meetings. A discussion 
of whether those impacts are quantifiable will be included. 

What about the loss of value of the South Mountain 
Park and the ridgelines, which would be destroyed?  

The real estate value of the parkland is included in the right-of-way cost 
estimate. It is ADOT’s policy to not publish individual property 
information because the appraisal and acquisition process is still 
pending.  
The South Mountains as a natural resource are not assigned a 
monetary value. Their importance as part of a public park, as a historic 
site, and as a traditional cultural property are addressed in detail in the 
Section 4(f) evaluation in the DEIS.  

Economic impacts 
(continued) 

What about the loss of value and future tax revenue on 
state trust land? There should be an amount for the 
value of the state trust land, which will be devalued.  

ADOT would compensate the State Land Department for the acquisition 
of its property. This cost is included in the right-of-way portion of the 
project cost estimate. It is ADOT’s policy to not publish individual 
property information because the appraisal and acquisition process is 
still pending. 
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Topic SMCAT member/public question ADOT response 
Economic impacts 
(continued) 

ADOT has put a monetary figure on time. Can they put 
a monetary value on vision or view? Do you have a 
value that takes this into account? The loss of 
monetary value is huge for the people who are left 
behind. 

It is not possible to assign a monetary value for the change in vision or 
view for individual properties with the freeway constructed. Many 
variables contribute to the value of a view that would be subjective in 
nature based on individual preferences. A general discussion of visual 
impacts is presented in the Visual Resources Technical Report 
Summary. The methodology used quantifies the impact through 
assignment of numeric values to visual quality and character to allow for 
meaningful comparison of impact. However, it is not the intent of the 
National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) to comprehensively assign 
monetary value to impact analyses. Several aspects of the environment 
(i.e., social conditions and visual quality) typically require a qualitative 
assessment of impacts because of the variables associated with 
variations in human perception. 

Questions addressed from the August 12 meeting 
Topic SMCAT member/public question  ADOT response 
Traffic projections/ 
economics 

Where can I get the detailed projected traffic volume 
data (cut-line analysis) for the South Mountain 
Freeway? This would be the traffic volume on which 
the $400 million per year in time savings at $16.25 per 
hour is based. Please provide enough source 
reference for a Freedom of Information Act request. I 
think it would be interesting seeing some of that 
cumbersome data. 

Traffic data related to the South Mountain Freeway was previously 
presented to the CAT during the December 2007 meeting. A cut-line 
graphic as well as other traffi-related sources are included in the 
meeting materials and presentation. 
The economic analysis (travel time savings) was based on the statistical 
output from the Maricopa Association of Governments’ (MAG) regional 
travel demand model. The comparison was between the region’s hours 
of traffic delay with and without the proposed freeway. The model output 
showed that there would be over 47 million less hous of delay in 2030 
with the proposed freeway. A person’s time was estimated at $16.25 per 
hour. 47 million hours times $16.25 per hour equals $772 million. This 
value was then discounted to today’s dollar (3%/year) to get the $400 
million per year savings.  
Due to the proprietary software used and the complexity of the system, 
MAG is not able or obligated to release the full travel demand model. 
References and materials related to the model (socioeconomic data, 
plots, volumes) are available from the MAG Web site 
(http://www.mag.maricopa.gov) or can be requested from MAG (contact 
Bob Hazlett, bhazlett@mag.maricopa.gov). The MAG model is regularly 
reviewed by peer agencies and the U.S. Environmental Protection 
Agency. It continually receives high marks within the industry.  
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Questions addressed from the September 25 meeting  
Topic SMCAT member/public question ADOT response 
Cost Estimate Can you provide us with the current costs to construct 

this freeway with 10 lanes, rather than 6? 
The cost to widen from the interim 6-lane freeway to the ultimate 10-
lane freeway is still being developed as part of the Design Concept 
Report development.  
The recently awarded construction project to widen the median of I-10 
(Papago Freeway) between Sarival Avenue and SR 101L by two lanes 
cost approximately $13 million per mile. The conditions (adding 1 
general purpose lane and 1 HOV lane, long river bridge at Agua Fria 
River, at-grade/elevated profile) are similar to the second phase 
proposed for the South Mountain Freeway. Given that, the second 
phase (median widening) of the 22-mile South Mountain Freeway would 
cost approximately $300 million. 

  







The effects of freeway development on land use and property values
were examined. A case study was prepared for the Superstition Freeway
(US-60) corridor in Mesa and Gilbert, Arizona. Among the findings were
the following observations. First, access benefits are transferred from
highway users to nonusers through changes in property values. Freeway
construction may have an adverse impact on some properties, but in the
aggregate, property values tend to increase with freeway development.
Second, freeways do not affect all properties’ values in the same way.
Proximity to the freeway was observed to have a negative effect on the
value of detached single-family homes in the US-60 corridor but a pos-
itive effect on multifamily residential developments (e.g., condomini-
ums) and most commercial properties. Finally, the most important
factor in determining negative impact on property values appears to be
the level of traffic on any major roads in the proximate area, which
implies that regional traffic growth is more significant than the presence
of a freeway per se.

Freeway development can have an impact on highway users and
nonusers alike, and most opposition to freeway development has tra-
ditionally come from existing residential property owners. Although
all highway benefits are derived from lower transportation costs, they
can also be represented as changes in the real incomes (i.e., value
of environmental amenities, safety, and other goods not normally
provided in the marketplace) of individuals, which may in turn be
capitalized into asset values such as the value of land (1). Property
owners who oppose freeway development often feel that they will
be adversely affected by environmental consequences of freeways
(e.g., noise and air pollution) that may not be offset by their gains
from lower transportation costs.

This research was intended to examine the impact of freeways on
property values by examining the case of the Superstition Freeway
in the Phoenix, Arizona, metropolitan region. Property sales data
were used to estimate the net impact of the Superstition Freeway on
a sample of properties in the freeway corridor.

BACKGROUND AND METHODOLOGY

The Superstition Freeway was constructed along the 1
2–-mi street

alignment between Southern Road and Baseline Road. Construction
began in 1969 and was completed to Power Road in east Mesa in
1985. The freeway was widened from four to six lanes in 1983 to
1984. The freeway is a depressed design with limited access at incre-
ments of approximately 1 mi. The depressed design typically has

been associated with the most positive impact on surrounding resi-
dential land values (2). Depressed-grade freeways not only are less
visible to surrounding properties but also provide an added buffer
for freeway noise and air pollution, both of which have been shown
to disperse in an upward pattern from depressed sites (3, 4).

Several impact mitigation strategies were implemented during
construction of the Superstition Freeway. These include a vegetated
right-of-way barrier between freeway and residential property lines,
a barrier wall 8 to 10 ft high for noise mitigation and privacy for abut-
ting residential locations, and pedestrian walkways connecting abut-
ting neighborhood parks and school sites in some neighborhoods (5).
During subsequent widening and improvements, the Arizona Depart-
ment of Transportation adopted the policy of raising or reconstruct-
ing existing noise walls along the corridor, or adding new noise walls
as necessary, to mitigate noise (4).

Properties to be examined for this study were selected from a
property sales database from the most recent records on file at the
Maricopa County Assessor at the time of collection. Properties were
selected from the metropolitan area on the basis of distance from
the Superstition Freeway. Sufficient paired sample data were avail-
able only for two subsets of residential properties: (a) detached single-
family homes and (b) condominiums. Insufficient data were available
for comparison of price appreciation for vacant (unimproved) land
and commercial properties.

SUPERSTITION FREEWAY CASE STUDY RESULTS

Property sales data were collected for parcels located in an area from
Price Road to Power Road (12 mi west to east), within 5 mi north or
south of the Superstition Freeway (Figure 1). Sales results were sub-
categorized according to property type and zone. Zone A refers to
properties on streets immediately adjacent to US-60. Zone B refers
to properties located within 1

2– mi of US-60, exclusive of properties
classified as Zone A. “Major street” refers to properties in the con-
trol zone (Zone C) that were located on major mile streets. These
streets generally exhibit the largest amount of traffic of surface
streets in the metro area. Table 1 summarizes the number of trans-
actions recorded for each property type. Sales recorded for non-
residential locations were limited to the impact area (Zone B) and
control area (Zone C). No nonresidential sales records for Zone A
were identified in the sample.

Due to the small number of nonresidential sales recorded and the
scarcity of data related to these transactions, only general compar-
isons were made for commercial and industrial property classes. The
larger numbers of recorded transactions for residential properties
and the completeness of residential data sets allowed for greater
detail in the analysis of results.

J. Carey, 4304 East Campbell Avenue, #2030, Phoenix, AZ 85018. J. Semmens,
Arizona Transportation Research Center, 206 South 17 Avenue, mail drop 075R,
Phoenix, AZ 85007.
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structures in Zone A and Zone B, but a significant difference was
observed between structures in the impact zones and the control zone.

Despite the difference in structure age, average and median adjusted
residential sales prices recorded for the three zones were highest in
Zone C. No statistically significant difference in adjusted price was
observed between Zones A and B. However, Zone C average sales
prices were sufficiently higher than those in the impact zones to be
statistically significant at a 95% level of confidence. These results
tend to match the earlier Tempe findings (5), with properties in Zone
C selling for a larger amount per square foot and properties in Zone
A selling for the least per square foot, in most years observed.

However, sales price per square foot is not an ideal measure of
value. Many other factors can influence sales price. Multiple vari-
ables acting in tandem can offset the effects of others. To determine
the net effect of a given variable, such as location, on housing price,
a more sophisticated analysis must be undertaken.

Sales Price Regression Results for 
Detached Single-Family Homes

Regression analysis was used to determine the net effect of individ-
ual variables on housing prices when all other variables were held
constant. Three regression analyses were run. The first identified
properties by zone, specifying Zone A (adjacent) and Zone B (impact
area) as property characteristics, with Zone C left as the control. The
first analysis thus attempted to identify any net effect on property
value associated with location by zone.

The second analysis attempted to determine whether net effects
(e.g., noise, access) from the freeway were comparable with the net
effects of large, heavily traveled surface streets. The second regres-
sion used only properties in Zone A and Zone C, but split Zone C
into “traffic-affected” properties located on major thoroughfares
(i.e., mile-grid streets) and a “traffic-insulated” control zone. Because
some freeway impact on property values was assumed to exist for the
properties located in the impact area (Zone B), Zone B was excluded
from the street-based analysis to avoid the possibility of confound-
ing results by mixing the impacts of multiple “environmental” vari-
ables. Regression results for the “zone-based” and “major streets”
analyses are shown in Table 2.

Both regression models had nearly the same explanatory value, as
measured by the r-squared statistic. The zone-based and street-based
regression analyses both explained approximately 80% of the varia-
tion in prices for detached single-family homes. Despite a smaller
sample size, the overall explanatory value of the regression com-
paring Zone A and control zone properties located on major through
streets was nearly the same as that of the zone-based comparison.
However, the smaller sample for the latter analysis also resulted in a
larger standard error.

The street-based model had a comparable explanatory value 
(r2 = 0.789) to that of the zone-based model (r2 = 0.795), but the
smaller sample led to larger fluctuations in variable coefficients.
Despite these differences in sample size and significance, how-
ever, comparable results were reached using the street-location
regression. Most coefficients had values similar to the results of
the zone-based analysis, although confidence intervals tended to
be slightly larger and thus somewhat less reliable.

Structure depreciation, represented by housing age at date of sale,
was found to have a deleterious effect on home value. Reduction
in housing price due to depreciation was estimated at $613 cur-
rent dollars per year of age. Housing location was also found to

FIGURE 1 Superstition Freeway corridor study area.
(Source: Maricopa Association of Governments, 2003.)

TABLE 1 Property Sales Transactions by Zone and Type

Property Type  Zone A  Zone B  Zone C  Total 
Residential  

Detached single-family  403 1,896 1,358 3,657 
Condominiums 124 214 271 609 
Vacant  land 2 3 3 8 

Nonresidential  
Office and financial  0 3 21 24 
Retail and services  0 8 47 55 
Restaurants 0 7 6 13 
Apartments 0 4 16 20 
Industrial 0 1 1 2 
Agricultural 0 1 15 16 

Total sales records  529 2,137 1,738 4,404

Detached Single-Family Housing Sample Results

The effects of freeways on the value of detached single-family res-
idential properties have been among the most documented of prop-
erty value effects related to freeway development. Previous research
methods used in the comparison of residential properties have ranged
from simple comparisons of average price per square foot (5) to
multivariate regression models (3, 6 ). Because the sample of resi-
dential properties in the Superstition Freeway corridor was suffi-
ciently large, multiple methods were used to compare the properties
selected for the study.

Detached Single-Family Housing 
Descriptive Statistics by Zone

The sample distribution of structure size was quite similar for all
zones, with average home size ranging from 1,545 ft2 to 1,571 ft2.
The range of structure size increased with the zone sample size,
Zone C having the largest range of values and Zone A the smallest.
However, all structure-size measures for the three zones were gener-
ally similar, and a t-test revealed no statistically significant difference
in home size between pairs of zone locations.

Homes in the control zone tended to be oldest at the date of sale,
as measured by the difference between the sale date and the year
the home was built. Average age at date of sale was 6.2 years for
properties in Zone A and 6.7 years for Zone B, whereas homes in
Zone C averaged 8.3 years of age. Median structure age was 5 years
in both Zone A and Zone B, while median structure age in Zone C
was 7 years. Statistically, no age difference was observed between



be a significant determinant of sales price, with homes in the impact
area selling for less than comparable homes in the control area. The
impact of location was more pronounced for homes abutting the
Superstition Freeway than for homes in the remainder of the 1⁄2-mi
impact area. Homes in Zone A sold for an estimated $6,300 less in
current dollars relative to comparable properties in the control
zone. Homes in the remaining impact area (Zone B) sold for an esti-
mated $3,246 less than control zone properties, all other variables
being equal.

The regression model results suggest that proximity to the Super-
stition Freeway does have a negative impact on property values for
detached single-family residences. At a 95% level of confidence,
developed residential properties abutting the freeway could be
expected to incur a reduction in value of $4,749 to $7,850 in cur-
rent dollars, based on location. Homes in the broader impact area
(Zone B) incurred a discount to constant value ranging from $2,261
to $4,231 in current dollars at a 95% level of confidence. Although
these results do not guarantee that proximity to the freeway had a neg-
ative impact on residential property values, the results strongly sug-
gested that this was the case for sampled homes having characteristics
within the ranges measured.

While homes in proximity to the freeway sold for less than homes
in the control area, the question remained as to whether some unmea-
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sured variable, unrelated to the freeway, accounted for the observed
variation in sales prices by zone. To clarify the results obtained by
the first regression, the second analysis was run using only abutting
properties (Zone A) and control zone properties (Zone C). However,
control zone properties were subdivided into homes located on major
surface streets and those located on smaller streets. The former were
identified according to the mile-grid streets in the metropolitan area
and were hypothesized to suffer some of the same environmental
effects attributed to the freeway. The latter category was assumed
to be a control area insulated from these effects.

Both Zone A and major street property locations were found to
sell at a statistically significant discount to control area properties.
Zone C properties located on major streets were estimated to sell
for $3,522 less than comparable properties in the control area. The
p-value measured for the major streets variable was considerably
larger than the p-value for Zone A but was well within the range of
95% confidence. Nonetheless, this produced a relatively larger range
of coefficients for the confidence interval. The negative effect of a
major street location was between $599 and $6,445 in current dollars
at a 95% level of confidence. However, these results, as well as the
traffic analysis, suggested that traffic volumes and the accompany-
ing noise and air pollution were in fact the determinants of the price
differential observed for impact area residential properties.

TABLE 2 Regression Coefficients for Detached Single-Family Housing

Confidence Interval 
Variable Coefficient1 Standard

Error
 t-Stat

 
P-Value2 

Lower 95% Upper 95% 
Zone-Based  
Intercept 0 N/A   N/A   N/A N/A N/A 
Bldg. Sq. Ft.  $40.86 $0.96 42.5341 0.000000000 $38.98 $42.75
Lot Sq. Ft. $2.26 $0.11 20.6043  0.000000000 $2.05 $2.48
Pool Sq. Ft. $13.80 $1.48 9.3119  0.000000000 $10.89 $16.70
Bath Fxtrs. $2,498.41 $222.76 11.2158   0.000000000 $2,061.67 $2,935.15
Age -$613.36 $35.50 -17.2796   0.000000000 -$682.95 -$543.77
Porch/Patio $2,090.60 $558.40 3.7439   0.000184003 $995.78 $3,185.41 
Air Cond. $25,073.99 $1,799.29 13.9355   0.000000000 $21,546.27 $28,601.71
Evap. Cool $24,264.22 $3,246.40 7.4742   0.000000000 $17,899.28 $30,629.17
Quality Good $10,307.53 $836.62 12.3205  0.000000000 $8,667.25 $11,947.82
Carport $2,670.10 $630.64 4.2339  0.000023529 $1,433.65 $3,906.54
Garage $5,604.54 $610.42 9.1814  0.000000000 $4,407.74 $6,801.34
Zone A -$6,299.45 $790.83 -7.9656  0.000000000 -$7,849.96 -$4,748.93
Zone B -$3,245.93 $502.53 -6.4591  0.000000000 -$4,231.21 -$2,260.66

Street-Based
Intercept 0 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
Bldg. Sq. Ft. $42.21 $1.45 29.1580 0.000000000 $39.37 $45.05
Lot Sq. Ft. $2.20 $0.17 12.6102  0.000000000 $1.86 $2.55
Pool Sq. Ft. $12.80 $2.26 5.6622  0.000000017 $8.37 $17.23
Bath Fxtrs. $3,126.73 $340.08 9.1940  0.000000000 $2,459.72 $3,793.74
Age -$565.28 $52.05 -10.8597  0.000000000 -$667.37 $463.19
Porch/Patio $1,708.27 $928.29 1.8402  0.065902361 -$112.40 $3,528.94
Air Cond. $18,803.58 $2,773.99 6.7785  0.000000000 $13,362.90 $24,244.25
Evap. Cool $18,259.28 $4,290.32 4.2559  0.000021922 $9,844.59 $26,673.97
Quality Good $7,970.00 $1,302.20 6.1204  0.000000001 $5,415.97 $10,524.04
Carport $3,309.60 $1,008.81 3.2807  0.001055849 $1,331.01 $5,288.19
Garage $6,201.22 $965.28 6.4243  0.000000000 $4,308.00 $8,094.44
Zone A -$6,573.78 $861.99 -7.6262  0.000000000 -$8,264.42 -$4,883.13
Major Street -$3,521.83 $1,490.44 -2.3629  0.018239645 -$6,445.07 $598.59

1 Coefficient refers to the estimated dollar effect associated with a one-unit change in the variable 
when all other variables were held constant.   
2 Based on a 95% level of confidence, P-values less than 0.05 were considered statistically 
significant.



The longer-term effects of this impact were examined using appre-
ciation indexes of changes in actual sales price for single-family
housing prices. An index of price appreciation was created for each
detached single-family residence for which repeat sales could be
identified. The original value of each parcel was scaled to a value of
1.00, and subsequent sales were assigned index values relative to the
change from the starting price using the following formula:

All index values were assigned on the basis of change from the
original sales price, regardless of the number of sales for a given par-
cel. Index values could then be aggregated to create an unweighted
price appreciation index for each zone in the Superstition Freeway
corridor.

Price index values for each zone are shown in Figure 2. Average
appreciation in sales prices tended to be lowest for homes abutting
the freeway. Average year-over-year price appreciation for homes
in the entire metropolitan statistical area was 3.73% from 1980 to
2000. Over the same period, year-over-year price appreciation for
homes in Zones A and B was significantly lower, averaging 2.81%
and 2.89%, respectively. In contrast, sales prices for homes in Zone C
increased by an average of 4.32% year over year from 1980 to 2000.
Properties in Zone B increased in value most rapidly in the early
years (1980 to 1985) but slowed considerably after the freeway was
completed to the eastern edge of the study area. The slower appre-
ciation in the areas most proximate to the freeway suggests that, in
the aggregate, property owners in Zone C experienced comparable
benefits of proximity to the freeway without having to experience
deleterious effects of traffic noise and pollution levels. The price dif-
ferential among traffic-affected and traffic-insulated Zone C prop-
erties in the major streets analysis (Table 2) provides support for this
hypothesis.

Because the results of the street-based regression indicated that
traffic levels in general, regardless of type of thoroughfare, may have
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a significant effect on residential property sales, a third regression
analysis was done to examine the effects of changes in traffic on
US-60 on detached residential sales prices by zone. Average daily
traffic (ADT) on US-60 from 1980 to 2000 was allocated to Zone A
and Zone B properties in lieu of the yes/no responses for each zone.
Hence, the possible values were zero (a “no” response) or the sec-
tion length ADT for that year. The study area ADT values were esti-
mated by using the total daily vehicle miles of travel for each US-60
segment divided by the total length of the Superstition Freeway
study area. This was done to avoid double-counting vehicles that
remained on the freeway for multiple segment lengths.

The results of this traffic-based analysis are given in Table 3. The
r-square statistic for this analysis was 0.794, indicating that the regres-
sion model explained 79% of the variability in housing price. All vari-
able coefficients were found to be statistically significant at the 95%
level of confidence. Proximity to the freeway was found to have a
more deleterious effect on property values when freeway traffic
levels were higher across the study area boundaries. For the abut-
ting properties in Zone A, ADT across the length of the study area
freeway sections corresponded with a $0.052 drop in detached single-
family property values per vehicle. Property values in Zone B fell
by $0.027 per vehicle. All dollar amounts were standardized to year
2000 levels.

The reduction in housing prices as freeway traffic increased sug-
gested that the drawbacks of proximity to the freeway were attribut-
able to vehicle traffic. This would indicate that noise and air pollution
did have a negative effect on property values that was not explained
by differences in other housing characteristics. However, as indicated
in the street-based analysis, these impacts were not the product solely
of the freeway. Traffic on any street might be expected to have a neg-
ative impact on housing prices nearby. The incremental influence of
each vehicle may or may not exhibit a linear relationship. Traffic data
were not collected for the street-based analysis, so the possibility of
a differential in traffic impacts between the freeway and surface
streets could not be tested. However, given the depressed grade and
noise mitigation improvements of the Superstition Freeway, it is
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FIGURE 2 Residential price appreciation indexes, Superstition Freeway corridor.



plausible that the impact per unit of traffic on local surface streets
might be greater than the impact per unit of freeway traffic.

Sample Results for 
Condominiums and Townhomes

Multiple-unit residential properties were evaluated by using the
same t-test and regression procedures as for detached single-family
homes. However, a smaller sample of recorded sales was collected
for condominiums in the study area, which led to greater variance in
the test results. Several variables were also omitted from the multi-
ple-unit residential analysis, as these were either not relevant or not
recorded. For example, the minimal lot size (if any) and planned
amenities of these developments generally preclude swimming
pools for individual units—none was recorded in the property sam-
ple. Similarly, properties had either air conditioning in the vast
majority of cases, or no cooling system in a few cases, so evapora-
tive cooling was not considered for the analysis.

Comparisons of the most influential variables are shown in the
following section. As in the case of detached single-family residences,
a t-test was used, when applicable, to determine whether observed
differences in general characteristics were statistically significant.
These general comparisons are then followed by zone-based and
street-based regression analyses to determine the effects of location
on multiple-unit housing prices. However, the smaller number of
recorded sales made the regression analyses less reliable than those
done for detached residential property.

Condominiums and Townhomes: 
Descriptive Statistic by Zone

Statistically significant differences in structure and lot size were
observed between multiple-unit residential properties in all zones.
Structures in Zone A tended to be smallest, with an average size of
917 ft2. Zone B condominiums were largest, averaging 1,148 ft2.
Zone C condos averaged 1,060 ft2 in size. Median structure size was
virtually identical to average size for all zones, indicating that condos
were normally distributed by structure size.
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Differences in structure age at the time of sale were not found
to be statistically significant between zones. Average structure age
ranged from 5.15 years in Zone B to 6.03 years in Zone C. Median
age was 4 years in Zone A, 3 years in Zone B, and 5 years in Zone C.
Condos in Zone B had the largest adjusted sales price on average.
Average and median adjusted sales prices were lowest in the con-
trol zone at $62,384 and $61,790, respectively. Properties in Zone
A sold for an average of $65,759 in current dollars, and Zone B
properties averaged $74,073. Observed differences in size and sales
price were statistically significant at the 95% confidence level.

Condominiums: Regression Analysis

The regression model results for condominiums were not generally
as reliable as the results recorded for detached single-family resi-
dences. This is likely a result of the smaller sample size for condos.
A total of 609 sales transactions were recorded for condos. The data
were more evenly distributed among the three zones, with 20.3% of
sales in the abutting zone (A), 35.1% in the impact zone (B), and the
remaining 44.6% in the control zone (C). The explanatory value
(i.e., r2) of this model was 64.6% for the zone-based analysis and
54.6% for the street-location analysis.

Regression results for condos shown in Table 4 had fewer vari-
ables than for detached single-family residences. Insufficient hous-
ing quality data were available to distinguish between condominium
structures, and none of the units tested had swimming pools or
cooling systems other than air conditioning, so these variables were
removed from the analysis. As in the case of detached single-family
residences, the coefficients for condominiums generally reflected
the expected contribution of each housing component. However, the
relative magnitude of each component tended to be quite different
from that found in the detached single-family analysis. Note that
results for condos were not directly comparable with results for
detached residences because of the differences in the number of vari-
ables considered in the analysis.

In contrast to detached single-family residential property results,
several variables were determined not to be statistically significant
in the zone-based condo regression. P-values for number of bath fix-
tures, carport size, and the zone locations were all > 0.05, indicating

TABLE 3 Traffic-Based Regression Coefficients by Zone for Single-Family Housing

Confidence IntervalVariable Coefficient Standard 
Error 

t-Stat
 

P-Value
 

Lower 95% Upper 95% 
Intercept 0 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 
Bldg. Sq. Ft. $40.92 $0.96 42.4676 0.000000000 $39.03 $42.81
Lot Sq. Ft. $2.20 $0.11 19.8614  0.000000000 $1.98 $2.41
Pool Sq. Ft. $13.66 $1.49 9.1857  0.000000000 $10.74 $16.57
Bath Fxtrs. $2,651.06 $226.03 11.7288  0.000000000 $2,207.90 $3,094.22
Age $510.34 $36.95 -13.8124  0.000000000 -$582.78 -$437.90
Porch/Patio $2,296.20 $556.87 4.1234  0.000038159 $1,204.40 $3,388.00
Air Cond. $22,459.49 $1,771.91 12.6753 0.000000000 $18,985.46 $25,933.52
Evap. Cool $21,089.60 $3,259.53 6.4701  0.000000000 $14,698.91 $27,480.30
Quality Good $10,127.94 $838.28 12.0818  0.000000000 $8,484.40 $11,771.49
Carport $2,666.66 $632.74 4.2145  0.000025641 $1,426.11 $3,907.21
Garage $5,941.95 $613.83 9.6801  0.000000000 $4,738.46 $7,145.44
Zone A (ADT) 1 -$0.05177 $0.01 -6.5168  0.000000000 -$0.06734 -$0.03619
Zone B (ADT)  1 -$0.02731 $0.01 -5.3995  0.000000071 -$0.03722 -$0.01739

1
 Coefficients represent change in property value by zone (current dollars) given annualized US-60 

ADT over entire length of study area. 



that there was > 5% likelihood that the coefficients for these vari-
ables were the product of random variation. However, the p-value
for Zone B locations was only slightly greater than 0.05, so a less-
stringent confidence interval (e.g., 90%) would likely have produced
statistically significant results.

Also notable in the zone-based analysis are the positive values
associated with each zone. Although these numbers were not statis-
tically significant, the coefficients suggested that buyers of attached
residential property had different priorities for housing amenities.
However, at the level of confidence chosen, no conclusion could be
reached about the value of location in the zone-based analysis.

Regression results comparing the Zone A properties with con-
trol area (Zone C) locations on and off major surface streets indi-
cated that higher condominium property values were associated
with major thoroughfares. Although the street-based analysis had
a lower explanatory value overall, statistically significant results
were reached for a greater number of variables. In the street-location
analysis, only bath fixtures had a p-value that was not significant at
the 95% level of confidence.

Most variables that were statistically significant in both regres-
sions (e.g., structure and lot size, age) fell within the confidence inter-
vals predicted by the other model. However, the smaller sample size
and slightly larger p-values for most variables in the street-location
analysis made the confidence intervals for estimated values of each
housing characteristic quite large. Nonetheless, the street-location
analysis resulted in statistically significant coefficients at the 95%
level of confidence for differences in location.

The street-based regression results indicated that access was a
positive amenity for buyers of attached residential units. Condo sales
both in Zone A and on primary streets in Zone C were valued at a pre-
mium compared with control zone properties located on smaller
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thoroughfares, all other characteristics being equal. A slightly higher
premium was placed on locations adjacent to the freeway than on
locations located on major (mile) streets, as indicted by the co-
efficients for these variables. In year 2000 housing-price dollars, the
estimated premium was $5,162 for Zone A locations and $4,654 for
primary-street locations, relative to the control properties. The 95%
confidence interval for the Zone A location premium ranged from
$358 to $9,966 (in 2000 dollars), while the primary-street locations
had a premium ranging from $1,679 to $7,629 at the same level of
confidence.

While the price differences observed in the zone-based analysis
may have been primarily the result of lot size and housing style dis-
cussed in the previous section, the primary-street location analysis
for condominiums suggested that buyers of these properties place
a greater emphasis on immediate access to a major thoroughfare.
However, the nature of these types of developments is such that an
individual unit may be sheltered from the impacts of traffic and still
have an address location on the through street. More so than detached
residential units, condominiums benefit from community landscap-
ing, perimeter walls, and the close proximity of other units as a poten-
tial buffer from traffic-induced noise and other effects. Therefore,
some degree of caution should be used in assessing these results.

Because the analysis did not distinguish between individual units
in a complex by actual distance from the thoroughfare, it is possible
that some units actually experienced some differential in pricing
based on this distance. The relatively low explanatory value of this
analysis suggests that better means of distinguishing between units
would have yielded superior results. Nonetheless, the overall pic-
ture indicates that major streets, including freeways, present a more
desirable location for the development of multiple-unit communi-
ties. This may reflect some difference in consumer preference for

TABLE 4 Zone-Based Regression Coefficients for Condominiums and Townhomes

Confidence Interval 
Variable Coefficient Standard 

Error 
t-Stat P-Value 

Lower 95% Upper 95% 
Zone-Based  
Intercept 0 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 
Bldg. Sq. Ft.   $65.95 $3.63 18.1681 0.00000000 $58.82 $73.08
Lot Sq. Ft. $1.41 $0.32 4.42767 0.00001132 $0.78 $2.04
Bath Fxtrs. $581.19 $553.90 1.04928 0.29447366 -$506.62 $1,669.01
Age -$836.53 $86.82 -9.6355 0.00000000 -$1,007.03 -$666.02
Porch/Patio $8,217.61 $1,096.91 7.49161 0.00000000 $6,063.36 $10,371.87
Air Cond.  $7,899.88 $1,957.61 4.03548 0.00006155 $4,055.27 $11,744.48
Carport $1,492.57 $1,482.60 1.00672 0.31447353 -$1,419.15 $4,404.29
Garage $7,106.48 $1,254.13 5.66645 0.00000002 $4,643.45 $9,569.51
Zone A $2,705.99 $1,735.05 1.5596 0.11938316 -$701.54 $6,113.51
Zone B $2,780.06 $1,441.49 1.92861 0.05425182 -$50.92 $5,611.04

Street-Based
Intercept 0 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 
Bldg. Sq. Ft. $63.37 $4.69 13.5085 0.00000000 $54.14 $72.59
Lot Sq. Ft. $1.31 $0.40 3.2777 0.00114169 $0.52 $2.10
Bath Fxtrs. $379.87 $738.82 0.51416 0.60743400 -$1,072.75 $1,832.49
Age -$917.34 $110.40 -8.3095 0.00000000 -$1,134.39 -$700.28
Porch/Patio $5,836.08 $1,799.57 3.24304 0.00128580 $2,297.87 $9,374.29
Air Cond. $6,959.82 $2,757.72 2.52376 0.01201212 $1,537.75 $12,381.89
Carport $4,649.24 $2,015.00 2.30732 0.02156671 $687.47 $8,611.02
Garage $12,248.78 $2,045.57 5.98795 0.00000000 $8,226.89 $16,270.67
Zone A $5,161.74 $2,443.36 2.11255 0.03528220 $357.73 $9,965.74
Major Street $4,653.80 $1,513.15 3.07557 0.00225099 $1,678.73 $7,628.87



locational amenities between buyers of detached and attached 
residential properties.

Nonresidential Summary

The analysis of nonresidential property was limited by the avail-
ability of commercial sales data and transaction details. No statisti-
cally significant results were obtained for nonresidential properties,
but a few tentative assessments were made from the information on
hand. First, the Superstition Freeway appeared to exert a greater
influence on the development of commercial property sites than
industrial property sites in Mesa. This may be due to the greater
reliance of many commercial establishments on a single transporta-
tion mode (i.e., automobiles). The observed values per square foot
for vacant commercial land suggest that demand for commercial
space was slightly greater in the impact zone (B) than in areas farther
from the freeway (Zone C).

Results for office and retail properties also appear to support this
observation. However, results for restaurant properties showed a
bias toward higher values in Zone C, which would not be expected if
the freeway afforded some locational advantage. Apartment build-
ings tended to have higher sale values in Zone B, which corrobo-
rated findings for condominiums. It appears that buyers of attached
residential property place a greater emphasis on access to surround-
ing facilities than do buyers of detached residential property. This
observation rests on the assumption that the value of apartment com-
munities is based on the expected rental income from tenants, which
would reflect tenants’ willingness to pay for the amenities associated
with the apartment community. It should be emphasized that, despite
the observation of these weak trends, none of these cases can be con-
sidered conclusive given the limited scope of commercial property
sales data.

CONCLUSIONS

Freeway development confers benefits to highway users in the form
of reduced transportation costs. This reduction in transportation costs
can have a variety of spillover effects on highway users and nonusers
alike. Previous research has identified a number of population, eco-
nomic, and land use effects that tend to accompany freeway develop-
ment. Improving the access to locations along the freeway corridor
makes these sites more attractive to development.

The effects of these changes in access are usually observed in an
increase in population and commercial activity in the freeway cor-
ridor (7 ). As individuals and firms relocate to areas served by the
new freeway, economic activity tends to rise in the corridor. This
increased demand for homes and commercial land has generally
been associated with an increase in property values in the trans-
portation corridor, as savings from reduced transportation costs are
capitalized into asset values (1). However, most researchers caution
that gains in one area are frequently losses in another, and a broader
impact assessment should evaluate the changes brought about by
migration of firms and individuals from other areas.

Freeway development can also impose costs on users and nonusers.
Highway users may suffer in the short term as construction diverts
traffic onto smaller local streets. All drivers share the added costs of
congestion in the form of lost time and higher vehicle operating
costs (8). Property owners may also suffer, both in the short term
as construction reduces access to local homes and businesses and in
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the longer term as added traffic noise and pollution adversely affect
properties closest to the highway. Considered in conjunction with
the benefits that accrue to property owners from freeway develop-
ment, these negative impacts generally have been interpreted as evi-
dence that freeways impose costs on certain property owners that
may not be offset by gains.

A substantial body of research has been devoted to the examination
of this distribution effect, in which the benefits and costs of freeway
development are not distributed equally among property owners. Most
research has focused on changes in single-family residential proper-
ties, probably for two reasons. First, data on residential property sales
are easily gathered, and housing characteristics are more comparable
than for many commercial properties. Second, residential property
owners tend to be the most vocal opponents of freeway development,
as commercial property owners generally welcome the benefits of
proximity to a freeway (2).

Freeway construction has been shown to stimulate migration to
freeway corridors (8) and to increase the amount of residential and
commercial development in the corridor (9), but it may lead to a
decline in marketability for existing residential units (10). Previ-
ous research has identified a persistent negative impact on homes
located closest to freeways, though in many cases these effects are
small (6, 11) or more than offset by net gains in the surrounding
area from increased accessibility (3).

This research identified similar results for residential properties
located in the Superstition Freeway corridor. However, additional
analysis of different types of residential property and the general
influence of all traffic yielded new insights. Among the findings
were the following:

• Detached single-family homes were adversely affected by prox-
imity to the freeway. The negative effects on sale prices were great-
est for homes adjacent to the freeway, but a reduction in property
values was also observed in the impact area (within 12– mi of US-60).

• Price appreciation was also lower for single-family homes near-
est the freeway, indicating that negative impacts were not transitory,
but lasting.

• Overall price appreciation in the Superstition Freeway corri-
dor suggested that the negative impacts to some property owners
were more than offset by housing price appreciation in the sur-
rounding areas. Average sales price appreciation for Mesa and
Gilbert single-family homes within 5 mi of the freeway (includ-
ing adversely affected properties) was higher than housing price
appreciation in the metropolitan area.

• The negative impact on single-family housing values associ-
ated with proximity to the freeway was also found to exist for homes
located on major surface streets. An inverse relationship (i.e., neg-
ative correlation) between freeway traffic levels and housing prices
was observed as well.

• Multiple-unit residential developments appeared to benefit from
proximity to the freeway and from locations on major surface streets,
suggesting that owners of these types of properties had different
preferences for locational amenities than owners of detached single-
family homes. Condominium owners were found to experience a
slight rise in property values when the property was located in the
zone adjacent to the Superstition Freeway or on a major mile street.

The data available permitted only a cursory comparison of com-
mercial and other nonresidential properties in the Superstition Freeway
corridor. Vacant commercial land appeared to be valued more highly
than expected. While comparable property values were observed for



restaurants and office properties in the impact and control areas, retail
properties appeared to command higher prices closer to the freeway.
A pricing differential was also observed for large apartment buildings,
which were priced at a premium to apartments in the control zone,
reinforcing the results obtained for condominiums. However, none
of the nonresidential property results was statistically significant,
and these observations should be interpreted with caution.

Perhaps the most important finding of this research is the correlation
between traffic and residential property values. Although researchers
have traditionally focused on freeway corridors to evaluate property
value effects, the implicit assumption is that proximity to traffic is
at the root of any negative impact on residential properties. Viewed
in this context, the freeway itself is nothing more than a conduit for
traffic effects. The same negative effects were observed for single-
family homes located on major mile streets more than 12– mi from the
Superstition Freeway.

Motor vehicle traffic on a particular route is a complex derivation
from a number of related influences, including local population, auto-
mobile ownership, driver preferences, the number and characteris-
tics of alternate routes or modes of transportation, and the amount
of commercial activity in an area. If there is traffic generated by the
freeway, the net impact of traffic in general will be greater (12). If
sufficient alternate routes exist, property owners may experience
smaller accessibility benefits from freeway construction (3). How-
ever, freeways tend to concentrate traffic in a more localized area.
If a region experiences growth in traffic without the benefit of free-
way development, traffic will be dispersed over a wider area. Although
this may have less of an impact on a specific group of property own-
ers, it is probable that more properties will be exposed to the negative
effects of traffic.

Freeway development is a trade-off between accessibility and
traffic growth. But the same can be said for construction of any road-
way. The effects of traffic form the basis for changes in property
values—whether positive, as might be hypothesized for commercial
establishments serving a mobile population, or negative, as expected
from residential proximity to traffic noise and air pollution. Whether
a thoroughfare is classified as a highway or a local street may not be
as important as the volume of traffic carried. Assessments of the net
effects of freeways on nearby property values are limited, in that
opposition to freeway development is typically the impetus for fur-
ther research. However, in recognizing that the freeway is simply
another means of carrying traffic, the analysis shifts to the benefits
and costs of the road system in general; in other words, the impact of
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traffic. It is recommended that further research examine the changes
in property values with respect to differences in traffic volumes to
clarify the relationship between these variables.
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